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OVERSIGHT HEARING ON ISSUES REGARDING
THE NEW NPS METHODOLOGY USED TO
EVALUATE THE ACHIEVEMENT OF NAT-
URAL QUIET RESTORATION STANDARDS IN
GRAND CANYON NATIONAL PARK

TUESDAY, MAY 25, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS
AND PUBLIC LANDS,
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m., in Room
1324, Longworth House Office Building, Hon. James Hansen
[chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding.

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES V. HANSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF UTAH

Mr. HANSEN. The Committee will come to order.

Good morning, and welcome to the oversight hearing which will
address an ongoing issue in the Grand Canyon National Park. This
issue deals with the relationship between air tour overflights and
the assumed non-attainment of substantial restoration of natural
quiet of the Grand Canyon. I will be brief because I want to get
right to the hearing, but I do have a few comments.

It was not even a year ago that this Subcommittee heard testi-
mony that was extremely convincing to me and others that the
Park Service had made some major errors in their use of the inte-
grated noise model of the 1994 report to Congress which looked at
the effects of overflights on the National Park System. In fact, the
testimony was convincing enough for me to conclude that natural
quiet has been restored in the Grand Canyon. However, instead of
thoroughly scrutinizing and integrating the new scientific analysis
and information provided by these very reputable reviewers and to
new regulations, the Park Service, has instead, developed a new
standard, one that is unattainable and will have devastating effects
on the core industry.

The January 26 public notice in The Federal Register states that
the Park Service, to use their language, “will use this refined meth-
odology in future restoration of natural quiet in the Grand Canyon
National Park unless science or public planning process provides
better approaches.”

The clear meaning here is that this new standard is to be imme-
diately used as the new measuring stick to see if the natural quiet
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has been restored without the benefits of peer review or at the very
least. This, to me, says two important things:

One is that the Park Service presents this issue as a moving
target. When, for example, they are shown by good scientific
study that substantial restoration of natural quiet has occurred
even by their own standards, they switched to a harder-to-
achieve and less obtainable different threshold. This is a com-
mon and very frustrating ploy of the environmental commu-
nity: As soon as you get close to solving the problem, move the
target.

Secondly, it seems to me that the Park Service is acting in
less than good faith when they state, for example, that they
may change to a “better approach.” By this, I assume them to
mean that they might change this new standard if science
shows them a better way. However, last September, we had
some distinguished acoustical scientists in here and they pro-
vided solid evidence that the Park Service had made some seri-
ous errors. Yet, what happened to this? I don’t think that the
Park Service looked at any of it, and now with this public no-
tice we are supposed to believe that more good science may
change things. Based on the past evidence, I am a little dubi-
ous.

Hopefully, this oversight will bring more light, so that we can fi-
nally come to some conclusion on this issue, and I believe the soon-
er the better, as natural quiet has surfaced in national parks be-
yond the boundaries of the Grand Canyon. In Michigan and in Bis-
cayne Bay, a national park in Florida, to name two, they are both
looking at eliminating a variety of traditional park uses because of
concerns of natural quiet. We need to take a hard and careful look
at what we are going to do with this.

I want to welcome our witnesses here, and because time is short,
I am going to ask them all to stay within their five minutes.

Now, I have another problem, and that is that I am one of the
nine members of the Cox Commission. The Cox Commission is
looking to see whether or not there was quid pro quo with the Chi-
nese development regarding things such as delivery systems, war-
heads, and all that intrigue. For some reason, I am told by some-
one way above my pay grade that I darn well better be over there
at 10:30 or I am in big trouble. So, I have asked my good friend
from Tennessee, the chairman of the FAA Subcommittee and also
a member of this Committee, to chair the meeting when I have to
leave, and which I would appreciate.

I thank you all for being here, and we are grateful that our col-
league from Nevada, Shelly Berkley, will be our lead-off witness.
So, we will start with the Congresswoman from Nevada and move
on as rapidly as we can.

With that, I will turn to the gentleman from Puerto Rico for any
opening statement he may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hansen follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES V. HANSEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF UTAH

Good morning everyone and welcome to this oversight hearing which will address
an ongoing issue in the Grand Canyon National Park. This issue deals with the re-
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lationship between air tour overflights and the assumed non-attainment of substan-
tial restoration of natural quiet of the Grand Canyon.

I will be very brief because I want to get right to the hearing, but I do have a
few comments to make. It was not even a year ago that this Subcommittee heard
testimony that was extremely convincing to me and others that the Park Service
had made some major errors in their use of the Integrated Noise Model for the 1994
Report to Congress which looked at the effects of overflights on the National Park
System. In fact, the testimony was convincing enough for me to conclude that nat-
ural quiet has been restored in the Grand Canyon.

However, instead of thoroughly scrutinizing and integrating the new scientific
analysis and information provided by these very reputable reviewers into new regu-
lations, the Park Service has, instead, developed a new standard—one that is unat-
tainable and will have devastating effects on the air tour industry. The January
26th Public Notice in the Federal Register states that the Park Service, to use their
language, “will use this refined methodology in future restoration of natural quiet
at GCNP, unless science or public planning processes provides better approaches.”
The clear meaning here is that this new standard is to be immediately used as the
new measuring stick to see if there natural quiet has been restored without the ben-
efit of a peer review, at the very least.

This to me says two important things. One is that the Park Service presents this
issue as a moving target. When, for example, they are shown by good scientific
study that substantial restoration of natural quiet has occurred, even by using their
own standards, they switch to a harder-to-achieve and less attainable different
threshold. This is a common and frustrating environmental ploy—as soon as you get
close to solving the problem, move the target.

Secondly, it seems to me that the Park Service is acting in less than good faith
when they state, for example, that they may change to a “better approach.” By this
I assume them to mean that they might change this new standard, if science shows
them a better way. However, last September we had some distinguished acoustical
scientists in here and they provided solid evidence that the Park Service had made
some serious errors. Yet what happened to this? I don’t think that the Park Service
looked at any of it. And now from this public notice we are supposed to believe that
more good science may change things. Based on the past evidence, I wouldn’t be too
sure.

Hopefully, this oversight will bring more things to light so that we can finally
come to some conclusion on this issue. And I believe the sooner the better as natural
quiet has surfaced in national parks beyond the boundaries of the Grand Canyon.
Isle Royale in Michigan and Biscayne National Park in Florida, to name two, are
both looking at eliminating a variety of traditional park uses because of concerns
witﬁ n}fltural quiet. We need to take a hard and careful look at where we are going
with this.

With that, I want to welcome our witnesses here today. Because time is short,
I would like to ask that each of them earnestly try to keep the oral statement to
5 minutes or less.

STATEMENT OF HON. CARLOS A. ROMERO-BARCELO, A DELE-
GATE TO CONGRESS FROM THE TERRITORY OF PUERTO
RICO

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be very
brief also. I have to make a few comments when it deals with
something as important as the Grand Canyon National Park,
which is one of the most magnificent units of the National Park
system. And it is not surprising, then, that there is a lot of interest
in the park’s management, especially in the issue of aircraft noise.

Congress, in 1987, directed the NPS to develop a plan to restore
the natural quiet of the park. In 1994, the NPS reported to Con-
gress that the natural quiet of the park had not been substantially
restored.

Today’s hearing focuses on the methodology used by the National
Park Service to evaluate the achievement of natural quiet restora-
tion standards in the Grand Canyon National Park.

The NPS, in cooperation with the FAA, has proposed a number
of refinements to the methodology for determining the substantial
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restoration of natural quiet. It should be noted that the underlying
National Park Service definition of substantial restoration of nat-
ural quiet has been upheld by the courts. Aircraft overflights have
been a source of continuing problems for Grand Canyon National
Park, especially in light of the explosion of overflights that have oc-
curred since the 1987 Act. We are pleased by the recent joint ef-
forts of the National Park Service and the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration to address these problems, and we look forward to hearing
from the witnesses, and in particular, from our colleague, Con-
gresswoman Shelly Berkley from Nevada.

I would also like to also excuse myself that I will have to be leav-
ing around 20 minutes of, because the Secretary of the Navy is in
my office, and we have a real substantial problem with noise,
which is even much more severe than the one in the Grand Can-
yon—noise and explosions on the Island of Vieques.

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the attendance of our witnesses
and look forward to their testimony. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Romero-Barcel6 follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. CARLOS ROMERO-BARCELO, A DELEGATE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE TERRITORY OF GUAM

Mr. Chairman, Grand Canyon National Park is one of the magnificent units of
the National Park System. It is not surprising then that there is a lot of interest
in the park’s management, especially on the issue of aircraft noise. Congress in 1987
directed the NPS to develop a plan to restore the natural quiet to the park. In 1994,
the NPS reported to Congress that the natural quiet of the park had not been sub-
stantially restored.

Today’s hearing focuses on the methodology used by the National Park Service to
evaluate the achievement of natural quiet restoration standards in Grand Canyon
National Park. The NPS, in cooperation with the FAA, has proposed a number of
refinements to the methodology for determining the substantial restoration of nat-
ural quiet. It should be noted that the underlying National Park Service definition
of substantial restoration of natural quiet has been upheld by the Courts.

Aircraft overflights have been a source of continuing problems for Grand Canyon
National Park, especially in light of the explosion of overflights that has occurred
since the 1987 Act. We are pleased by the recent joint efforts of the National Park
Service and the Federal Aviation Administration to address these problems.

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the attendance of our witnesses today and look for-
ward to their testimony.

Mr. HANSEN. Thank you. The gentleman from Minnesota?

STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE F. VENTO, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This problem, in fact, the
study that occurred out of the 100th Congress—I don’t remember
if it was 1987 or 1988 that we enacted legislation to limit over-
flights over the Grand Canyon, with the support of Senator McCain
and many others. It took a long time for the Park Service to go
through this process. Obviously, I had hoped that they would be
open to future changes, depending upon what the acoustical
science, and so forth, would provide. I would say that, obviously,
we had limits over a series of parks at that time, as you recall, Mr.
Chairman, including Haleakala and Glacier and a number of oth-
ers.

I would just point out that the impact of aircraft overflight, espe-
cially related to tourism, over many of our parks and other types
of new uses that are coming into vogue, whether it would be per-
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sonal watercraft and/or snowmobiles, are, in fact, having an impact
on, first of all, of course, the preservation of the areas and the en-
joyment as it is experienced by others. Obviously, it has been an
important part. The aircraft over at the tour industry has been in-
terested in following regulation and cooperating. Many of the de-
tails of some of these rules are often left to those that can work
on them full time because they require a lot of attention and study.

I know that you have had a series of hearings on this in the past
year, so I hope to get up to speed a little bit today on what the
status is. But I think the goal is pretty clear in terms of trying to
preserve the visitor experience at the Grand Canyon. Perhaps at
other parks, as we look at other types of impacts, as I have pointed
out, from other types of technology that are occurring, whether it
is snowmobiles or personal watercraft or yet others that I can’t an-
ticipate, I think we should try to be supportive of good science and
of good policies that are attempting to be put in place and recog-
nize that trying to harmonize these may result in some businesses
changing the mode in which they have operated without regulation
in the past. Although, I would point out again, that this industry
has been somewhat cooperative in terms of the goal, but I look for-
ward to the testimony and to learning more about some of the spe-
cifics. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HANSEN. I thank the gentleman. You may recall back in the
1980’s, when we did this before, we thought we had solved the
problem. But then you get into the safety issue and then you get
into the noise issue. At that time, Moe Udall was the chairman of
the Committee. You may recall Tony Coehlo was part of that. Many
of us went out there and many of us confessed that we had flown
airplanes right down the middle of there and repented of our many
past sins for doing that.

[Laughter.]

We thought we pretty well had this thing resolved at one time,
and now you get into this acoustical issue; it is kind of like global
warming; there are 50 experts on both sides of this one.

Having been one of the old dogs on the Armed Services Com-
mittee and in procurement, I constantly am asking about new tech-
nology, as you alluded to. I am amazed at some of the technology
we are now seeing come about regarding aircraft and possibly a
dramatic change from what we have expected in the past.

With that said, I would like to turn to our colleague from Ne-
vada.

STATEMENT OF HON. SHELLEY BERKLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA

Ms. BERKLEY. Good morning. Mr. Chairman and members of the
Subcommittee, thank you for allowing me to speak today in support
of the air touring industry. I appreciate your efforts to strike a fair
balance between protecting our fragile Grand Canyon environment,
while addressing the needs and interests of more than a half mil-
lion travelers who view the splendor of the Grand Canyon each
year by air. Today, I ask you to consider a rulemaking that would
strike a fair balance that enables visitors to experience the majesty
of the Grand Canyon either from ground level or from the air.
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As a business-minded Member with a strong environmental
record, I realize just how difficult finding compromises may be. I,
too, want to preserve this natural wonder for our children’s grand-
children. That is undisputed. However, I feel that I must point out
just how critical the air tour industry is to my home State. This
industry has been a vital part of our economy and our way of life
for more than 60 years. Since 1937, it has wooed tourists and locals
who view Las Vegas as the gateway to the Grand Canyon. If the
Park Service is permitted to redefine the parameters of natural
quiet to include an aircraft noise threshold of flight decibels below
natural ambient sound, it lays the foundation for the elimination
of this industry. Valuable jobs would be lost and families in my dis-
trict will be hurt.

According to a study by the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, my
alma mater, air touring contributes more than $374 million each
year to the Nevada tourism economy. This is an enormous amount
of money on which my constituents’ livelihoods depend.

Secondly, the industry allows thousands of individuals, who
would not normally be able to visit our national park on foot, the
opportunity to view the Grand Canyon. Without air tours, many
older Americans, many veterans, and the disabled would be denied
this magnificent opportunity. Many others who are on a tight fam-
ily vacation schedule or our international visitors whose schedules
simply do not allow for hiking the back country will also miss out
on this fabulous opportunity.

I fear that the Federal Aviation Administration and the National
Park Service’s proposed natural quiet methodology would demolish
this tradition. Serious concerns have been raised that the National
Park Service’s overstating audibility of air tour aircraft by three
things:

One, underestimating natural noise levels in the Canyon by
using the quietest times of the day as representative noise lev-
els during all times of the day.

Number two, overstating aircraft noise levels by not ade-
quately accounting for barriers such as Grand Canyon walls
that often intervene.

And number three, overstating aircraft noise levels by as-
suming that they fly at higher speeds and power settings than
they actually do.

A decade ago, special Federal Air Regulation 52 was imple-
mented in the Grand Canyon. I feel that this regulation meets the
congressional mandate of the Overflights Act, which called for a
substantial restoration of natural quiet in the Canyon. It reduced
aircraft noise significantly; even the agency’s own analysis revealed
that noise complaints decreased by 92 percent.

I am not the only one concerned about the viability of this indus-
try. The State of Nevada is so concerned that the legislature passed
an emergency resolution, S.J.R. 21, just two weeks ago, supporting
the southern Nevada air tour industry. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani-
mous consent that the entire text of S.J.R. 21 be entered into the
record.

Mr. HANSEN. Without objection.

[The information follows:]
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Senate Joint Resolution No. 21-Committee on
Legislative Affairs and Operations

May 10, 1999

Referred to Committee on Trangportation

SUMMARY~— E garding proposals redefining space in which aircrait may be flown over Grand
Canyon, (BDR R-1729) p=e

FISCAL NOTE: Bffect on Local Governmant: No.
Effect on the State or on Industrial Insurance: No.

EXPLANATION - Mattor in bolded Halics is now: matir betwosn brackets fomitied—matorial] is suterial to be omitted. Groen suabent
alang left magin indicale Jocation oa i prtated bill (e.g. 3+15 indicates page S, line 19).

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION~E! ing concarn ding proposals redefining the

space in which an aircraft may be flown oves the Grand Canyon.

1t Whereas, Tourism is the mainstay of the Nevada economy; and

1.2 Whereas, The air tour industry is an exciting and strong attraction for

1 visitors to Southemn Nevada; and

1.+ Whereas, Air tours over the Grand Canyon have been a tourism

1.5 tradition for more than 70 years and this industry has maintained a strong
1.6 safety record; and

1 Whereas, Approximately 800,000 visitors from around the world

1-t enjoyed air tours of the Grand Canyon in 1996 and 500,000 of those

1.4 visitors originated their flights in Southern Nevada; and

1.10 Whereas, Air tours are the only way that persons who have certain

1.11 physical disabilities can experience the grandeur of the Grand Canyon; and
112 Whereas, In 1996, a study conducted by the University of Nevada, Las

prvey JRIBIAZ1.MmI
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1-13 Vegas, estimated that air tourism to the Grand Canyon using Southem

114 Nevada air tour operators contributed more than $374.8 million to the
115 Southern Nzvada economy; and

1.16 Whereas, The study concluded that the Las Vegas Convention and

117 Visitors Authority generates air tour industry expenditures of $49.8 million
148 each year; and

113 Whereas, The study determined that more than 142,000 foreign
(-20-visitors, which constitutes 32.4 percent of all foreign visitors, and more
121 than 9,000 visitors from the United States, which constitutes 23.7 percent
2t of all visitors from within the United States, would forego visits to

22 Southern Nevada if the Grand Canyon air tours were unavailable; and

23 Whereas, Recent economic downturns in Asia have adversely impacted

24 tourism in Southern Nevada; and

2.s Whereas, The air tour industry provides visual access to back country

26 0f the Grand Canyon including many of its most spectacular sights, and

2.7 without air tours, only a simall minority of visitors who have the time and
2 physical ability to bike in the canyon would be afforded the opportunity to
24 appreciate these magnificent sights; and

210 Whereas, Air tours do not cause a permanent negative impact on the

211 fragile environment of the Grand Canyon as do some other activities; and
212 Whereas, In 1988, Special Federal Aviation Regulation 50-2 was

2-13 enacted establishing routes, altitudes and reporting requirements and as 2
214 result of this legislation, noise complaints have been dramatically reduced
2.15 and there has been a substantial restoration of natural quiet to the Grand

216 Canyon; and

jng.state.m Hle/BIA/EJA2 T MM
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217 Whereas, Since the cusctment of the requirements of this regulation,

21592 percent of visitors to the park have reportad that they were not adversely
219 affected by aircraft sounds, and visitors to the back country have reported
220 $eeing or hearing only one ofr two aircraft & day; and

221 Whereas, The United States Forest Service concluded in 1992 that

222 there wers "few adverse impacts to wilderness users™ from aircraft tours
223 and that the flights did not impair the overall enjoyment of the wilderness
2.2+ or reduce the likelihood of repeat visits; and

226 Wheress, A hearing held on September 2, 1998, by the House National

226 Parks and Public Lands Subcommittee disclosed that the National Pack

2.1 Service noise analysis failed to undergo scientific modeling or peer review;
22 and

220 Whereas, The National Park Service disclosed on February 2, 1999, its

230 intention to redefine the threshold for substantial restoration of natural guiet
231 in the air tour air space of Grand Canyen National Park at a noticeability
232level of 8 decibels below natural ambient air sound; and

253 Whereas, Air tour operators and acoustical experts conclude that this

234 higher threshold proposed by the National Park Service would virtually
235 shut down air tours in the east end air space of the Grand Canyon National
236 Park; and

237 Whereas, The Federal Aviation Administration now proposes to

233 conduct an environmental assessment of air routes from Las Vegas to the
239 Grand Canyon based solely on sound that could lead to further restriction
140 07 capping of flights; and

L)
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241 Whereas, The Nevada Congressional Dejegation, the Nevada

242 Commission on Tourism, the Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority
243 and McCarran International Airport repeatedly have supported maintsining
3.1 a visble Southern Nevads alr tour industry and continued air access to and
3.2 from Las Vegas; now, therefore, be it

13 Resolved by the Senate and Assembly of the State of Nevada,

34 Jointly, That the Nevada Legislature expresses its concern regarding any
asproposal to redefine the space in which aircraft may be flown over the

36 Grand Canyon and urges the Congress of the United States to effect an
s7outcome for the Southern Nevada air tour industry that will protect, support
3sand sustain the viability of this significant contributor to the tourism

a9 economy of the State of Nevada and the enjoyment of visitors and
s>-tesightseers; and be it further

a5 Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate prepare and transmit a copy
3120f this resolution to the Vice President of the United States as presiding

.11 officer of the Senate, the Speaker of the House of Representatives, each
3i4member of the Nevada Congressional Delegation, the Grand Canyon Air
345 Tour Council and the United States Air Tour Associstion: and be it further
3.16 Resolved, That this resolution becomes effective upon passage and

»17 approval.

Ing.ciate.ny. JRISIA2Y Jitmi
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Ms. T4 Berkley. As I stated earlier, I am a strong supporter of
our environment, but I ask you today, is there a more environ-
mentally-sensitive way to see the Grand Canyon than by air? Air
tour passengers leave no footprints, dispose of no garbage, flick no
burning cigarettes into the brush. They simply fly over the Canyon,
take pictures, and return with precious memories.

Mr. Chairman, we all share a fundamental commitment to pro-
tect our national parks and our natural resources. But, as Members
of Congress, we also must strike a balance between the needs and
requirements of all of our citizens. We must seek to produce regula-
tions based on scientific information and public input that will not
sacrifice the environment, the interests of the air tour industry, or
the economic benefits to our local economy.

I would like to thank you for your kind attention, and I ask that
an extension of my remarks be submitted for the record.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Berkley follows:]

Mr. HANSEN. Without objection, and we thank the gentlelady
from Nevada.

Our other expert witness is also a member of the Committee. I
mean by that, our other member who wanted to testify, the gen-
tleman from Nevada. The gentleman is recognized.

STATEMENT OF HON. JIM GIBBONS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEVADA

Mr. GiBBONS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On behalf of the State
of Nevada and the one-half million tourists who each year see the
magnificent Grand Canyon, I want to thank you for holding this
hearing, and it has taken a considerable amount of effort, I know,
to strike a balance between the need to protect our fragile Grand
Canyon environment and the air tourism industry, and it is greatly
appreciated. With that, Mr. Chairman, what I would like to do is
submit my comments for the record at this time, and yield back the
balance of my time for you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gibbons follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JIM GIBBONS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF NEVADA

Mr. Chairman:

On behalf of the State of Nevada and the 1/2 million southern Nevada tourists
who each year see the magnificence of the Grand Canyon by air—thank you for
holding this important oversight hearing today.

Your considerable efforts to strike a balance between the need to protect our frag-
ile Grand Canyon environment and the air tourism industry is greatly appreciated.

Tourism is a mainstay of our economy in Nevada and the air tour industry has
been a vital part of Nevada’s tourism industry for more than 70 years.

Today, I speak to you as both a member of Nevada’s Congressional Delegation,
deeply concerned about the future of our air tour industry, as well as a long-time
aviator.

In addition to being a retired commercial airline and military pilot, I served as
a combat pilot in the Vietnam and Persian Gulf War.

I am a graduate of the Air Force’s Air Command and Staff College, and Air War
College, and recently retired as a Colonel in the Air Force Reserves.

I highlight my aviation experience to demonstrate my personal interest in this
issue and the air tour industry. Our successful Nevada based, small business enter-
prises have earned the support of our entire Nevada Congressional delegation, as
well as Governor Kenny Guinn.

Unfortunately, Mr. Chairman, to put it in military terms—the National Park
Service (NPS) has launched a pre-emptive strike against Nevada’s air tour commu-
nity.
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I concur entirely with the assessment of the United States Air Tour Association
(USATA).

If the Park Service is permitted to redefine the parameters of natural quiet to in-
clude an aircraft noise threshold of 8 decibels below natural ambient sound—or any-
ic)hing even close to that—the southern Nevada air tour industry will be put out of

usiness.

And, while the Park Service’s action of redefining natural quiet does not in itself
eliminate air touring over the Grand Canyon, it certainly lays the foundation for
such an action.

Once this new noise threshold is in place, the Park Service’s next step may be
to press for regulations requiring all aircraft flying over the Grand Canyon to meet
this unreasonable sound limit.

Then, the coup de grace—the air sound threshold will be adopted for all mecha-
nized vehicles using NPS roads, water and snow—meaning trucks, boats and
snowmobiles.

Throughout my aviation career, I have had the pleasure of flying many aircraft,
but have never seen or heard of a powered aircraft which can meet an 8 decibel
below natural ambient sound noise limit.

What is most disturbing, Mr. Chairman, is that this latest NPS action is unwar-
ranted. As acoustic experts will testify to today, the Park Service has absolutely no
reasonable scientific basis for this action—just as Superintendent Arnberger admit-
ted before this Committee during last September’s hearing.

The agency has simply decided that the Special Federal Air Regulation (SFAR)
50-2 did not meet the agency’s personal objectives, so they want to change the
ground rules in midair.

A decade ago, SFAR 50-2 was implemented in the Grand Canyon. It more than
meets the Congressional mandates of the Overflights Act contained in Public Law
100-91 which called for the substantial restoration of natural quiet in the Canyon.

The regulation made the skies over the Grand Canyon safer, and it reduced air-
craft noise significantly.

The agency’s own analysis revealed that noise complaints following implementa-
tion of SFAR 50-2 decreased by 92 percent.

However, we now see the NPS trying to take these regulations one step further—
or should I say leaps and bounds further.

Indeed, one has to wonder if the Park Service or FAA even has the statutory au-
thority under the decade-old, Overflights Act to implement further regulations in
the Grand Canyon.

Furthermore, I am extremely concerned about aviation safety as a result of this
redefinition of natural quiet. On the surface, they want us to believe that these ac-
tions are in the name of environmental protection.

In reality, the Park Service appears to be seeking nothing less than an expansion
of its own regulatory authority. Frankly, this latest NPS action is a back door ap-
proach to airspace regulation.

S I addressed this issue in the July 97 Senate Commerce Committee Hearing on

.268.

That legislation would have statutorily turned regulatory authority for national
park airspace over to the National Park Service.

I opposed that action on the fundamental basis that it would throw America’s na-
tional airspace system into chaos—who would manage or even regulate it—Mr.
Chairman, this is de-ja-vu.

Since Congress won’t give the Park Service the statutory authority it seeks, the
agency is using political maneuvering and political pressure on the FAA to get what
it wants.

All under the guise of preserving and protecting the environment!

What more environmentally-sensitive way is there to see the Grand Canyon than
by air? Air tour passengers leave no footprints, dispose of no garbage, flick no burn-
ing cigarettes into the brush.

They simply fly over, take a few pictures, and return with lifelong memories of
spectacular sights. More than 62 percent of them are either very young, elderly, dis-
abled or suffer from other health problems which makes walking into the Grand
Canyon unrealistic.

Others who visit the Canyon by air are on tight family vacation or international
visitor schedules, and simply don’t have the time or inclination to hike the
backcountry.

Mr. Chairman, according to a study by the University of Nevada-Las Vegas, air
touring contributes more than $374.8 million directly to the Nevada tourism econ-
omy each year. Air touring is a vital part of the Las Vegas and Nevada landscape.
We want to keep it that way,
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Our state has been very concerned about the future of this industry, and two
weeks ago the Nevada Legislature passed an emergency resolution—SJR 21—sup-
porting the southern Nevada Grand Canyon air tour industry.

In SJR 21, the Nevada Senate and Assembly jointly expressed its concern regard-
ing any proposal to redefine the space in which aircraft may be flown over the
Grand Canyon.

SJR 21 urged the Congress of the United States to “... effect an outcome for the
southern Nevada air tour industry that will protect, support and sustain the viabil-
ity of this significant contributor to the tourism economy of the State of Nevada and
the enjoyment of visitors and sightseers.”

I ask unanimous consent that the entire text of this joint Resolution—SJR 21—
be entered into today’s hearing record.

Mr. Chairman, we are all environmentalists in one way or another. We all seek
protection for our natural resources.

But, the environment can be balanced with America’s other important industries
and activities. As Members of Congress, we have been entrusted with the responsi-
bility of striking a harmony between the needs and requirements of all citizens.

This latest action by the Park Service is not about balance. It’s about dismantling
this vital segment of the tourism industry piece-by-piece. We have a duty—a respon-
sibility—to not let that happen.

I sincerely appreciate your leadership in helping to ensure that a balance is
struck which adequately preserves our environment as well as a tourism industry
that is so vital to the State of Nevada.

Thank you, and I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HANSEN. The gentleman’s testimony will be included in the
record, and I appreciate your comment.

It has always been my prerogative—the young lady is free to join
us, if she would like to, and also we may want to ask you some
questions.

Ms. BERKLEY. Would you like me to sit down?

Mr. HANSEN. Well, whatever; if you have some place to go and
you are in a hurry, we understand.

Ms. BERKLEY. I think I am all right for the immediate time-
being, but I have people that will be going to my office very soon
to be conducting issues.

Mr. HANSEN. Well, we appreciate your testimony. Thank you so
much.

Let me just say, it has been kind of the custom of this Com-
mittee, since we have taken it, to go to the members before the
chairman. As I stated earlier, I do have to go to this Cox Commis-
sion. I am going to turn the chair over to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee. He was also the chairman of the FAA Committee, which we
feel it very appropriate that he would take the chair for a few mo-
ments.

I would like to comment on your testimony. Like you, we receive
a lot of attention on this particular issue. Between this and Gettys-
burg, I don’t know if I have had any more calls. There seems to
be a tight issue going on up there, and we just get inundated with
letters from both areas.

As I mentioned to the gentleman from Minnesota, I thought we
resolved part of this in the 1980’s, when we did that overflight
thing; possibly we did not. We have had as many experts on this
as you can imagine—both sides—one of the reasons we think this
thing should be resolved.

It is amazing to me how many letters that I have received from
foreign visitors. I mean, why they even take the time to write
amazes me, especially from Germany, from England, Japan; people
saying, “We really don’t have a lot of time, but we did go to” St.
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George, Las Vegas, Kanab, wherever it may be. “We did have this
grand opportunity to fly over this canyon.”

And I have found that, as you pointed out, and I agree with your
statement, that one of the exhilarating, almost spiritual experi-
ences for a lot of those people is to look over what many people con-
sider one of the wonders of the world. Not everybody has the time
or the ability to walk down the Bright Angel or the Kaibab, or run
the river. I have done both of those canyons, and I have run the
river three times, and it is a great experience and one of the things
that people soon develop a great constituency for the Grand Can-
yon.

I honestly feel that it is kind of important that we somehow come
up with some moderation of this thing to resolve it at this time,
if we possibly can. You would be surprised at the way some people
respond to this. We received a number of letters that I thought
were almost humorous saying, “Well, why do you even let them on
the ground?” I mean, “let’s turn this thing around. Just have it for
overflights and close the south rim and the north rim because more
people could enjoy it that way than they could on the ground.” It
was kind of startling to me to read things such as this.

Also, a number of private pilots, which I am a private pilot, but
I don’t think that I subscribe to this, saying “I resent those people
walking up and down those trails. Why do I have to see them when
I am up there?” So you kind of get both sides of this argument, and
it does not always come out the same way.

I am amazed, as I was talking to the Williams Company, who
will probably be the next leaders in small aviation engines, which
will be a real threat to Continental and Liconmen, that they are
building the most powerful engine ever built that is so quiet, you
can’t hear it 50 feet away. What will that mean? When you get
down to the point that you can’t hear them up there, what does
that have on it?

So, you are stuck with a number of these issues that are staring
you in the face, and a very tough issue. I would like to say that
I appreciate—I don’t think that there is anybody here that is going
to testify today that their intentions are not pure, and they are try-
ing to do what is best for the park and for those who want to visit
the park, and I would appreciate that.

With that said, I would like to turn the chair over to my good
friend from Tennessee, Mr. Duncan, and I will run over to this Cox
Commission thing which I mentioned to you. It is a command per-
formance; I can’t get out of it, and I wish I wasn’t part of that com-
mittee.

Anyway, the gentleman from Puerto Rico.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no
questions for our colleague. Thank you very much for your testi-
mony.

Ms. BERKLEY. Thank you, Ranking Member. I can tell you that,
having been raised in Las Vegas, I know that area well, and I
loved, as a kid, going to Red Rock Canyon and the Valley of Fire
and the Grand Canyon. Of course, my children and I enjoy it as
well. So this was not something that I just jumped on the band-
wagon, because I do appreciate the issue of environmental sensi-
tivity and preserving those natural wonders.
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I can also tell you that in the testimony, if I can emphasize the
fact that in the last 17 weeks that I have served in Congress, I
have had an opportunity to interact with people across the country
that I have never had an opportunity to interact with before. When
I tell them I am from Las Vegas, of course, that always creates
some interest in people anyway, but I can tell you, almost to a per-
son, when they tell me they have come to my district or they are
planning a trip to Las Vegas, they invariably tell me about their
time in the Grand Canyon and how they flew over the Grand Can-
yon, and how that was one of the highlights of their trip. I never
appreciated it, since I am a local and I just took it for granted, how
many of our tourists do come to southern Nevada in order to take
that plane ride, take a helicopter ride, but mostly those plane rides
with the tour companies to see the splendor of the Grand Canyon.

Even as late as last evening, when I was at a reception that had
absolutely nothing to do this, I met a gentleman from New York
who told me that for his mother’s 70th birthday, that was his gift
to her, and it was the highlight of her life.

So I am feeling very comfortable about my testimony and my po-
sition, and I know there are several other people here from my dis-
trict that will testify as well.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Thank you very much.

Mr. DUNCAN. [presiding] Thank you. Mr. Vento?

Mr. VENTO. Well, thanks, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate your testimony. Obviously, the Park Service has fol-
lowed the law passed in the 100th Congress which says that, “no
aircraft audible in the park at certain areas.” They divided the
park into apparently two zones. Apparently, what the concern here
is about the zone which is about half the park, I guess—I don’t
know if it is quite half the park or not; it looks like it is less than
that—but where there would be no audible noise for 75 percent of
the time. So the issue is, you don’t disagree with that goal, do you?

Ms. BERKLEY. I think there are experts here that can talk about
the actual noise levels, and I think they are going to be giving you
a demonstration.

Mr. VENTO. No, I am just talking about the goal. Do you agree
with the goal?

Ms. BERKLEY. Yes.

Mr. VENTO. And so it isn’t the question here what constitutes
this. Now, obviously, if my colleague from Utah is correct in terms
of less aircraft that are more quiet or engines that are obviously
for power and safety and other reasons and administrative pur-
poses, there are exceptions in this law that was passed. But I think
that we can agree on the goal and it is just a question of what the
effect is. If in fact, the Canyon, as an example, amplifies some of
the noises, acts as a natural amplifier, that would be a concern. It
is not just the noise that emanates from the internal combustion
engine, or whatever is being used in this case, but it is the fact of
how that is characterized.

The laws of sound are pretty solid. I don’t think that anyone has
modified them just lately. In fact, most scientists will tell you that
it is one of the few absolutes. Acoustical science itself, in terms of
how it behaves, is a little more complex.
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Ms. BERKLEY. Although it is my understanding that evidence to
the contrary suggests that the natural walls of the Grand Canyon
act to not amplify the sound, but to buffer it.

Mr. VENTO. No, I know this. I read your testimony, but that de-
pends on where you are standing, I expect. But that is the acous-
tical part of it, not the law of sound.

In any case, we will be looking over it, but as long as we agree
upon the goals here, then I think we will have to—you know, clear-
ly when we were dealing with this initially, it was aircraft below
the rim or above the rim, what the height was. Safety factors are
also important here. The Park Service, I think they have come
along slowly—too slowly in my estimation. I think the real issue
here, and I expect that what is happening, too, is that there is ac-
tually a growth in the number of these flights that have taken
place from when this law was passed in 1988. I will have to ask
the aircraft industry that. But I expect that more and more folks
are enjoying it, and this might be one of the other issues.

There are other factors just besides noise and safety; the distance
between aircraft and a number of other factors, as I recall when
we were dealing with this, that were important.

I thank the chairman.

Ms. BERKLEY. I would like to beg your indulgence. I have a group
of students from Las Vegas waiting in my office for me.

Mr. DUNCAN. You go right ahead. I was just going to say, Ms.
Berkley, that Chairman Hansen and I held a joint hearing on this
a couple of years ago in St. George, Utah, and we got into all of
this. But then they took us on a flight across the Grand Canyon,
and it was really a real highlight of our trip out there. In fact, be-
cause of time constraints, we would not have seen that if we had
not done it in that way.

We want to thank you very much for coming to testify, and you
are certainly excused to go on to your other duties.

Ms. BERKLEY. Thank you. My greatest concern is that the regula-
tions would be so onerous that it would lead to the elimination of
this very important component of the tourism industry.

Mr. DuNCAN. Thank you very much.

We will now call up the first panel, and we have a very distin-
guished panel. We have Ms. Jackie Lowey, who is the Deputy Di-
rector of the National Park Service. We have my friend, Mr. David
Traynham, who is the Assistant Administrator for Policy, Planning,
and International Aviation with the Federal Aviation Administra-
tion. We have Mr. John Alberti, who is with JR Engineering, and
Mr. Alan R. Stephen, who is president of Twin Otter International,
Ltd.

What we do is to proceed in the order in which the witnesses are
listed on the call of the hearing, and that means that, Ms. Lowey,
we will begin with you, please.
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STATEMENT OF JACKIE LOWEY, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, NA-
TIONAL PARK SERVICE; ACCOMPANIED BY WES HENRY, RE-
SEARCH ADMINISTRATOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, AND
ROBERT ARNBERGER, SUPERINTENDENT, GRAND CANYON
NATIONAL PARK

Ms. LowEy. Thank you. It is good to see you again. I was at that
hearing in Utah. Let me first say I was pleased to listen to the last
words that Congresswoman Berkley said because I think that
where we are is not inconsistent with that at all. We continue to
believe that there is a balance that is possible.

As you know, the statutory mission of the National Park Service
is to preserve this Nation’s natural and cultural resources
unimpaired for future generations. In the case of Grand Canyon, I
think there is no disagreement here, as Congressman Vento point-
ed out, that the mission, particularly as it relates to the Overflights
Act, includes protecting the natural quiet or the natural sounds of
the park.

Specifically, in the Act Congress passed, Congress said, and I
quote, “noise associated with aircraft overflights at Grand Canyon
is causing a significant adverse effect on natural quiet and the ex-
perience of the park.” So we have a clear mandate with the FAA
to achieve a goal. I think what has been a question among many
is the implementation of that law in terms of how we measure our
progress in achieving the goal that is clear.

The Park Service and the FAA continue to work together as part-
ners on a rulemaking process to achieve the goal of substantial res-
toration of natural quiet, which has been defined by the Park Serv-
ice as 50 percent of the park being quiet 75 percent or more of the
day. The U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia, in
1998, upheld that definition of substantial restoration of natural
quiet.

The Park Service, in cooperation with the FAA, continues to
work on the administrative implementation of the Overflights Act.
We anticipate that a new rule, along with new flight routes, will
be fully implemented by the summer of 2000. As part of this rule-
making process, we have made refinements to the methodology we
will use to evaluate progress toward the achievement of the goal.
I am pleased to discuss those with you today, and, I think, have
an opportunity to clarify what are some misconceptions about that.

First, let me say, to know when half the park is quiet 75 percent
of the time, we have to know what that quiet means. The natural
sounds of the park, from the Colorado River, from animals, to the
wind, make up the natural sounds of the park, or the natural quiet
of the park, which is not quiet at all. We have to determine these
natural ambient sound levels because they are an essential factor
in determining whether noises are audible. Second, we have to de-
termine when noise from overflying aircraft is going to reach the
pointdthat natural quiet is disturbed or, conversely, when it is re-
stored.

The first modification that we have made is in a refinement to
the calculations of the natural ambient or baseline natural sound
levels of the park. With the size of Grand Canyon and its highly
varied terrain and vegetation patterns, we have found that no sin-
gle acoustic level adequately reflects the range of natural sounds
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present. To more accurately portray the range of natural sounds
present, we have established a series of natural ambient zones,
each representing a level of sound that is natural quiet for that
part of the park.

Initially, we based our natural ambient acoustic zones just on
vegetation communities as the single best predictor of acoustic con-
ditions. More recently, we have recognized that, while these three
initial zones do account for the vast majority of the park, they do
not account for the variation by what is the major natural sound
producer in the center of the park, the Colorado River. So we have
added two new ambient acoustic zones. The first, called the “Colo-
rado River Rapids,” is for the natural river noise is great. The sec-
ond is for what we label “water-affected” areas, that is, areas with
perennial running water. In sum, we now have five natural ambi-
ent sound zones to characterize the park into scientifically mean-
ingful, data-based acoustic units, each with a different level of nat-
ural quiet.

The second change we have made in our methodology has to do
with when we and the FAA determine that noise from overflying
aircraft will reach a level that quiet is disturbed. The FAA has con-
siderable expertise at measuring the impact of aircraft noise. How-
ever, most of their expertise and most of their experience has been
in modeling the impact of that noise around airports in urban cit-
ies, which, as a New Yorker, I can say is something that is quite
different than Grand Canyon. Therefore, the National Park Service
and the FAA have spent years working together to adapt the mod-
eling that they have to make it more appropriate for a park envi-
ronment.

In the 1994 report to Congress that the National Park Service
issued, when we first proposed the definition of natural quiet in
Grand Canyon, we said that it should be no aircraft audible. That
was a single standard to apply equally throughout the park.

Now, in the notice that we have put out, we are proposing to
move to a dual-zone standard to use in different parts of the park,
two different standards for evaluating the impact of aircraft noise.
In certain areas of the park, we will use a noticeability standard—
the noise threshold at which one who is actively engaged in other
things notices noise. It is what has been used in previous FAA
rulemakings on Grand Canyon. In other areas of the park, we will
use an audibility standard—the noise threshold at which an atten-
tive listener can hear noise.

We are proposing to use the noticeability standard for an area
that we have designated as zone 1, and the audibility standard as
an area we have designated as zone 2, and I believe we have pro-
vided—I would be happy to provide for the Committee a map of
those two different zones. But, in short, zone 1 contains approxi-
mately one-third of the park’s area: the developed areas along the
south rim, the much smaller developed area along the north rim,
the Marble Canyon area, the Sanup area below Whitmore Rapids,
and zone 2 constitutes the large continuous core of the park.

We believe that by using these different approaches in different
areas of the park, we can get the most accurate picture possible as
a way to measure the presence and impact of aircraft noise on the
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park, taking into account different resources and uses that occur in
different areas.

Let me be clear that what we are talking about is assessing air-
craft noise. What we are not saying—and I think there has been
quite a bit of misunderstanding about this—we are not saying that
aircraft will be barred from those areas if they cannot achieve that
level of sound. We are saying this is the most accurate way to just
get a picture of what the actual cumulativel sound is in the park.

We are going to continue to present this information in a public
forum and work to get the best possible scientific information pos-
sible. I think that science is clearly something where you continue
to improve, you continue to get more precise, and we believe that,
by implementing both of these, we have done that. We will con-
tinue to welcome the active participation of all interested parties;
there are many affected—Native American tribes; there are the
American people; there are the air tour operators, and the environ-
mental community. We do believe that balance is possible and that
we can move forward and support a healthy air tour industry and
preserve precious resources.

With that, I open myself to any questions or yield to the gen-
tleman.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Lowey follows:]

STATEMENT OF JACQUELINE LOWEY, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE,
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Thank you for the opportunity to discuss our efforts to substantially restore “nat-
ural quiet” at Grand Canyon National Park. As you know, the statutory mission of
the National Park Service is to preserve the natural and cultural resources of Na-
tional Parks unimpaired for future generations. In the case of Grand Canyon Na-
tional Park, there is no disagreement that this mission includes protecting the nat-
ural quiet or the natural sounds of the park, and that aircraft overflights have an
impact on that resource. Congress recognized this in Public Law 100-91, commonly
known as the “Overflights Act,” when it said “noise associated with aircraft over-
flights at the Grand Canyon National Park is causing a significant adverse effect
on the natural quiet and experience of the park.” The Overflights Act gave the Na-
tional Park Service and the Federal Aviation Administration a mandate to achieve
a “substantial restoration of natural quiet” in the park. A key question in the imple-
mentation of that law is how we measure our progress in achieving that goal.

The National Park Service and the FAA are continuing to work as partners on
a rulemaking process to achieve the goal of substantial restoration of natural quiet,
which has been defined by the NPS as 50 percent of the park being quiet 75 percent
of the day. This definition was included by the FAA in the rules promulgated in
1996 under the Overflights Act. In response to suits brought by the air tour indus-
try, environmental groups, and a Native American Tribe, the United States Court
of Appeals for the District of Columbia in 1998 upheld this definition of substantial
restoration of natural quiet. The National Park Service, in cooperation with the
FAA, is continuing to work on the administrative implementation of the Overflights
Act. We anticipate that a new rule, along with new flight routes, will be fully imple-
mented by the summer of 2000. As part of this rulemaking process, we have made
refinements to the methodology we will use to evaluate progress toward the achieve-
ment of substantial restoration of natural quiet. I am pleased to have the oppor-
tunity to discuss these refinements with the Subcommittee today.

To know when half of the park is quiet 75 percent of the time, we have to know
what “natural quiet” means. There obviously are natural sounds in the park, from
such sources as the Colorado River, the wind, and animals, that are part of the
park’s natural quiet. We have to determine the natural ambient sound levels be-
cause the characteristics of that ambient sound are an essential factor in deter-
mining whether other noises are audible. Second, we have to determine when noise
from overflying aircraft is going to reach the point that natural quiet is disturbed
or, conversely, when we have achieved a substantial restoration of natural quiet.

We have made refinements in our methodology on both factors.
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First, the NPS has refined its calculations of the natural ambient or baseline nat-
ural sound levels of the park. With the size of Grand Canyon National Park and
its highly varied terrain and vegetation patterns, we have found that no single
acoustic level adequately reflects the range of natural sounds present. To more accu-
rately portray the range of natural sounds present, we have established a series of
natural ambient zones, each representing a level of sound that is the natural quiet
for that part of the park.

Initially, we based our natural ambient acoustic zones just on vegetation commu-
nities, as the best single predictor of acoustic conditions. This is largely for two rea-
sons: (1) because wind passing through the foliage is one of the primary sound pro-
ducers, the type and amount of foliage in that vegetation community provides a
strong indicator of the sound levels present there; and (2) vegetation communities
are also good indicators of the types of animals, birds, and insects likely to be
present and the sounds that they may produce. Accordingly, we developed acoustic
zoning that followed the three major vegetation communities present in the park:
(1) desert scrub; (2) pinyon-juniper woodlands: and (3) sparse conifer forest, each
with a specific level of sound that is equated with natural quiet.

More recently, we have recognized that while these initial three zones account for
the vast majority of the park’s area, they do not account for the variation caused
by what is the major natural sound producer in the center of the park, the Colorado
River. And, like the park itself, the river too, is acoustically complex. It contains
world-class whitewater reaches that are connected by often quite lengthy relatively
flat stretches between the rapids. In the immediate area of the major falls and rap-
ids the sound levels seem almost thunderous while in the connecting reaches the
relative stillness is just as impressive. So to better characterize the natural quiet
in the proximity of the river, we have added two new ambient acoustic zones. The
first, called the “Colorado River Rapids,” is for areas where the natural river noise
is great. The second is for what we label “water-affected” areas, that is, areas with
perennial running water but outside the previously described “Colorado River Rap-
ids” areas.

In sum, we now have five natural ambient sound zones, to characterize the park
into scientifically meaningful, data-based acoustic units, each with a different level
of natural quiet. These new zones add a degree of precision to our modeling that
had previously not been possible. We strive to constantly improve our information
and our science. We think the new ambient categorization does that.

The second change we have made in our methodology has to do with when we
and the FAA determine that noise from overflying aircraft will reach the level that
natural quiet is disturbed. The FAA has considerable expertise at measuring the im-
pact of aircraft noise; however, most of their experience has been in measuring the
impact of flights over urban areas near airports. Therefore, the NPS and the FAA
have spent several years working on adapting existing models to make them more
appropriate for use in a national park setting.

Initially, in the 1994 report to Congress mandated by the Overflights Act, the Na-
tional Park Service proposed that natural quiet in Grand Canyon National Park
should mean that there are “no aircraft audible” in the park. This was a single
standard, to apply equally through the park.

Now, we have moved to a dual zone approach, to use in different parts of the park
two different standards for evaluating the impact of aircraft noise. In certain areas
of the park, we will use a “noticeability” standard—the noise threshold at which one
who is actively engaged in other things “notices” noise. It is what has been used
in previous FAA regulatory actions on Grand Canyon overflights. In other areas of
the park we will use an “audibility” standard—the noise threshold at which an at-
tentive listener can actually “hear” noise. The noticeability standard allows for more
noise before natural quiet is considered “disturbed,” the audibility standard allows
for less noise.

We are proposing to use the noticeability standard for the area we have des-
ignated as zone 1, and the audibility standard for the area we have designated as
zone 2.

Zone 1 contains approximately one-third of the park’s area. It contains the devel-
oped area along the south rim, the much smaller developed area along the North
rim, the Marble Canyon Area, and the Sanup area below Whitmore Rapids. The de-
veloped areas on each rim are zoned for relatively high visitor and park support
uses; noise levels are higher in these relatively high use areas. Zone 2 constitutes
the large, continuous core of the park. We believe that using these different ap-
proaches in the different areas of the park is the most accurate way to measure the
presence and impact of aircraft noise on the park, taking into account the different
resources and uses that occur in the different areas of the park.
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We believe that the cumulative effect of these two refinements—natural ambient
sound zoning and the dual noise standard zones—is to get an accurate portrayal of
acoustic conditions in Grand Canyon National Park so that we can achieve our Con-
gressional mandate of substantial restoration of natural quiet. We will continue to
present this information and analysis through various public processes and we will
continue to work to get the best possible scientific information available.

We welcome the active participation of all interested parties—affected Indian
Tribes, the air tour industry, environmental organizations, and the American peo-
ple. It is a great challenge, but I do believe that balance is possible and that we
can protect the park’s precious resources, respect tribal lands, and continue to sup-
port a healthy air tour industry.

This concludes my testimony, I would be happy to answer any of your questions.

Mr. DUNCAN. Thank you very much, Ms. Lowey.
Next we will hear from Mr. Traynham.

STATEMENT OF DAVID TRAYNHAM, ASSISTANT ADMINIS-
TRATOR FOR POLICY, PLANNING AND INTERNATIONAL
AVIATION, FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION; THOMAS
CONNNOR, OFFICE OF ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT, FED-
ERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Mr. TRAYNHAM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Members of the
Subcommittee. It is a pleasure to appear before you today to dis-
cuss the FAA’s role in working with the National Park Service to
achieve substantial restoration of natural quiet at the Grand Can-
yon. I would like to express our appreciation for your continued
leadership concerning national park overflights and reiterate our
commitment to working with the Park Service and the Congress to
reduce the impact of aircraft overflights on all of our national
parks.

My testimony today will focus on FAA’s part in using the revised
NPS methodology to do this. We have worked closely with the Park
Service over the past few years to balance various commercial and
governmental interests within the parameters of our specific man-
dates and jurisdictions. We are cooperatively developing policies,
rules, and processes that preserve, to the extent practicable, the
natural resources without compromising aviation safety.

The FAA and the National Park Service have two distinct mis-
sions: Federal law and Congressional policy mandate that the au-
thority to control air traffic over our Nation’s air space resides sole-
ly with the FAA, while the Park Service is charged with the man-
agement of the natural and cultural resources and values of the na-
tional park system. I believe that we have proven over the past few
years that, although these missions are separate and distinct, they
are not necessarily incompatible.

Together we have developed a process to manage the impact of
aircraft overflights to the national park system. This process is
simple. National Park Service sets standards for noise levels in our
national parks and the FAA integrates these standards into our
regulation of the airspace. Within this framework, the National
Park Service consults with the FAA on developing further actions
to aid the substantial restoration of natural quiet, as well as plan-
ning for the development of comprehensive noise management plan
for air tour operations over the Grand Canyon. For our part, the
FAA offers advice and expertise on aircraft noise. This system has
proven effective both in preserving our distinct missions and in
progressing steadily toward natural quiet goals.
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As you know, the Park Service has made a number of revisions
to its noise standards and policies. In particular, in January of this
year, the Park Service published its new Dual Noise Standard in
The Federal Register as a new basis for evaluating restoration of
natural quiet in the Grand Canyon. The new standard reflects
whether a person is actively listening for aircraft or not, and other
factors based on land use, visitor activity, and geography.

In addition, as Deputy Director Lowey has testified, the National
Park Service has modified the use of average natural ambient
sound levels for a noise impact threshold with a two-zone system:
one for higher noise sensitivity and one for lower noise sensitivity.
This will more precisely reflect the acoustic conditions of the park.

The FAA plans to issue a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking soon
that will modify existing regulations governing aircraft flights over
the Grand Canyon. The NPRM will reflect the changes in the Na-
tional Park Service’s policies. It will make use of the Integrated
Noise Model. This is the FAA’s standard computer methodology for
assessing and predicting aircraft noise impacts. This mode is a
computer program that predicts aircraft noise exposure. When cer-
tain types of information are input into the program, such as num-
ber of flights during the day and the types of planes making those
flights, the model can produce information on the noise that those
flights will generate. This has been used at approximately 400 air-
ports in the United States, as well as another 200 or so overseas,
and it has been found to be a very accurate predictor of noise im-
pacts.

The FAA has continually refined and updated the computer pro-
gram to reflect advances in acoustic science and the accurate eval-
uation of unique regional environments. In line with this, the FAA
produced a modified version of the INM to provide specific data ap-
propriate to aircraft noise conditions in the Grand Canyon. This
data will then be used to assess the noise exposure implications of
the actions proposed in our upcoming NPRM.

At this juncture, the FAA has not yet completed the NPRM, and
therefore, it is premature to discuss the specific details. However,
the FAA has committed to promulgating fair and equitable rules
regarding aircraft operations, and as always, our highest priority
is safety. Our NPRM will ensure the highest level of aviation safety
polssible while following the National Park Service guidelines and
policies.

We believe that together the NPS and the FAA are well on the
way to achieving our common goal of substantial restoration of nat-
ural quiet in the Grand Canyon, as well as other national parks,
without eliminating safe access by the air. It has been, and will
continue to be, our policy in managing the navigable airspace over
these natural treasures to exercise leadership in achieving an ap-
propriate balance between efficiency, technological practicability,
anfgl environmental concerns, while maintaining the highest level of
safety.

I thank you again for the opportunity to appear before you this
morning. This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman,
and I would be pleased to answer any questions when we get to
that point.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Traynham follows:]
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STATEMENT OF DAVID F. TRAYNHAM, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR FOR POLICY,
PLANNING, AND INTERNATIONAL AVIATION, FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee:

It is a pleasure to appear before you today to discuss the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration’s (FAA) role in working with the National Park Service (NPS) to achieve
the substantial restoration of natural quiet in Grand Canyon National Park
(GCNP). I would like to express our appreciation for your continued leadership con-
cerning national park overflights and reiterate our commitment to working with
NPS and the Congress to reduce the impact of aircraft overflights on our national
parks. My testimony today will focus on FAA’s part in using the revised NPS meth-
odology to achieve statutorily required restoration of natural quiet.

This Administration has committed significant time and effort to developing spe-
cific plans to restore natural quiet to the GCNP and to formulating a national policy
and process to manage aircraft overflights over national parks across the country.
In developing this policy, the Administration has taken care to balance the interests
of the numerous groups affected by rules concerning overflights. Many park visitors
and those whose duty it is to preserve park resources are concerned about aircraft
noise over park lands. Those charged with aviation safety are concerned about effec-
tively managing the airspace. Those who provide access to park resources from the
air offer a unique and unparalleled way to view the parks, and are, of course, inter-
ested in continuing these operations. And, in the case of western parks especially,
Native American cultural and historical properties are affected by flights over or
near park land.

We have worked closely with NPS over the past few years to balance these var-
ious interests within the parameters of each of our specific mandates and jurisdic-
tions, cooperatively developing policies, rules, and processes that preserve, to the ex-
tent practicable, the natural resources without compromising aviation safety. The
FAA and NPS have two distinct missions: Federal law and Congressional policy
mandate that the authority to control air traffic over our nation’s airspace resides
solely with the FAA, while the NPS is charged with the management of the natural
and cultural resources and values of the national park system. I believe that we
have proven over the past few years that although these missions are separate and
distinct, they are not necessarily incompatible.

Together, we have developed a process to manage the impact of aircraft over-
flights to the national park system: NPS sets standards for noise levels in our na-
tional parks and the FAA integrates these standards into our regulation of aircraft
and airspace. Within this procedure, NPS consults with the FAA on developing fur-
ther actions to aid the substantial restoration of natural quiet, as well as planning
for the development of a comprehensive noise management plan for air tour oper-
ations over GCNP. For our part, the FAA offers advice and expertise on aircraft
noise. This system has proven effective both in preserving our distinct missions and
glc%%gressing steadily towards the goal of substantially restoring natural quiet over

As you know, NPS has made a number of revisions to its noise standards and
policies. In particular, in January of this year, the NPS published its new “Dual
Noise Standard” in the Federal Register, 64 Fed. Reg. 3969 (January 26, 1999), as
the new basis for evaluating restoration of natural quiet in the GCNP. The new
standard reflects whether a person is actively listening for aircraft or not, and other
factors based on land use, visitor activity, and geography. In addition, as NPS Dep-
uty Director Lowey has testified, the NPS has modified the use of average natural
ambient sound levels for a noise impact threshold with a two-zone system, one for
higher noise sensitivity and one for lower noise sensitivity. This will more precisely
reflect the acoustic conditions of the park.

The FAA plans to issue a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) soon that will
modify existing regulations governing aircraft flights over the GCNP. The NPRM
will reflect these changes in the NPS policies. It will make use